for comparison purpose.
where R f is the frictional resistance in N, and V is the flow velocity in m/s.
where C f is the coefficient of frictional resistance, and R n is the Reynolds number.
The wetted surface area in m 2 is S = 3.14×0.324×(3.72-2.79) 
Estimation of blockage correction
In order to determine the correct self propulsion point of the model body, the measured values of resistance in the CT were corrected for tunnel blockage effects. Calculation of the blockage effects in the CT were made by comparing the resistance values of identical body models measured in CT and in HSTT. The Heavy Weight Body (HWB) tests in HSTT were conducted for the full scale model while the model size in the CT was scaled down to 60.62 %. Therefore, a straight forward comparison is not possible. Accordingly, an alternate method as described below was employed.
 The light weight body (LWB) models of 2.64 m length were tested in both HSTT and in CT in the same scale, the results of which are presented in Table 3 . A comparison of the LWB test data shows that the resistance in HSTT (i.e., free field condition) is about 59 % of that measured in CT.
 Table 4 presents the resistance of the 3.7 m HWB model and 2.64 m LWB model, both measured in CT. The resistance of both the models is almost equal to each other at all speeds (within the dynamometer inaccuracies) even though their lengths differ by about 1.1 m. Such closeness in resistance values could be attributed to the blunt nose of LWB compared to the ogive shaped nose of the HWB. CFD analysis carried out earlier to analyse the effect of nose shape on body resistance too shows the high resistance of a flat LWB nose compared to a HWB nose. A summary of the CFD analysis is presented in Table 5 to corroborate the experimental findings. 
CFD Analysis of Nose Shapes
In order to evaluate the effect of nose shape on resistance, CFD analysis was carried out first with LWB body fitted with 2 different nose shapes as indicated in Fig. 6 . The results of CFD analysis given in Table 5 show that the drag for a flat LWB nose is 262 Kg for a speed . When the LWB nose is replaced by ogive HWB nose, the drag reduces to 200 Kg, i.e. a reduction of nearly 24%. This drastic reduction in drag of HWB compared to LWB due to change in nose shape, corroborates the similarities of their resistance values found experimentally. Considering the above results, it is reasonable to assume that the resistance of LWB (2.64 m) and the HWB (3.7 m) in HSTT will be close to each other. Therefore, the HSTT resistance test data of LWB (already measured) can be used (as given in Table 6 ) for HWB (3.7m) since no experimental data is available for this scale. It is evident from Table 6 that the HWB resistance values in HSTT are 60% of the corresponding values in CT, which matches very well with the LWB test data in CT and HSTT (Table 3) . Therefore, we have taken 60% of the HWB/Mod2 model resistance values measured in CT to get the corresponding free field values. Table 5 gives the resistance correction to be added to the CT measurements for 2.91 m model at different speeds to get their corresponding free field values. 
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